The effect of long-term self-monitoring on written and oral production by Matsumura, Emiko
Retrospective Theses and Dissertations Iowa State University Capstones, Theses andDissertations
1984




Follow this and additional works at: https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/rtd
Part of the English Language and Literature Commons
This Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by the Iowa State University Capstones, Theses and Dissertations at Iowa State University Digital
Repository. It has been accepted for inclusion in Retrospective Theses and Dissertations by an authorized administrator of Iowa State University Digital
Repository. For more information, please contact digirep@iastate.edu.
Recommended Citation
Matsumura, Emiko, "The effect of long-term self-monitoring on written and oral production" (1984). Retrospective Theses and
Dissertations. 16178.
https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/rtd/16178
The effect of long-term self-monitoring 
on written and oral production 
by 
Emiko Matsumura 
A Thesis Submitted to the 
Graduate Faculty in Partial Fulfillment of the 
Requirements for the Degree of 
MASTER OF ARTS 
Major:_ English 
Signatures have been redacted for privacy 




TABLE OF CONTENTS 
CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 
CHAPTER II. LITERATURE REVIEW 
The Systematicity of a Learner's Language System 
Revealed Through Error Analysis 
Learning vs. Acquisition 
Fossilization 
Self-Monitoring 
CHAPTER III. METHODOLOGY 




CHAPTER IV. RESULTS 
Monitoring Ability for Article and Verb Usage 
Correct and Incorrect Occurrences of Articles and 
Verbs in the Written Production 
Group Improvement Rates of the Written Production 
and Oral Production 


















Will Verb Errors Be Corrected More Often Than Articles? 67 
Will the Most Frequent Errors Be Monitored the Most? 70 
Can Language Learners Be Trained to Monitor Their 78 
Written Production? 
iii 
Will This Training Lead to a Reduction in the Percentage 79 
of Errors? 
Will The Training Facilitate Improvement in Their Oral 80 
Production? 
CHAPTER VI. CONCLUSIONS 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
BIBLIOGRAPHY 
APPENDIX A. INDIVIDUAL IMPROVEMENT RATES OF 
ARTICLE USAGE IN WRITTEN PRODUCTION 
APPENDIX B. INDIVIDUAL IMPROVEMENT RATES OF 
VERB USAGE IN WRITTEN PRODUCTION 
APPENDIX C. INDIVIDUAL IMPROVEMENT RATES OF 
ARTICLES USAGE IN ORAL PRODUCTION 
APPENDIX D. INDIVIDUAL IMPROVEMENT RATES OF 









CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 
It is commonly said that some individuals learn a second language 
better than others. But why are some language learners successful, while 
others are not? In recent years, researchers have been trying to find 
the answers to this question because they realize that finding how 
individuals learn a language is even more important than knowing how to 
teach it. Stern (1975) contends that one of the characteristics of good 
language learners is that they monitor themselves, while poor ones do 
not. Good language learners develop their skill at monitoring their own 
performance. If indeed one of the characteristics of good language 
learners is the self-monitoring of their performance, is it possible to 
train individuals to self-monitor their written production? And does 
such training lead to a reduction in errors? That is, can consciously 
learned rules become subconscious as a result of the long-term 
self-monitoring? The present study is an attempt to answer these 
questions. 
Chapter II presents a review of the literature; the procedure for 
the study is outlined in Chapter III, with the results being presented in 
Chapter IV. A discussion of the results is presented in Chapter V, while 
the conclusion, considerations for further research and the pedagogical 
implications are stated in Chapter VI. 
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CHAPTER II. LITERATURE REVIEW 
In this chapter, four related aspects of second language acquisition 
will be discussed: (1) the systematicity of a learner's language system 
revealed through error analysis, (2) the formation of the system by 
conscious learning and subconscious acquisition, (3) the process whereby 
errors become fixed (fossilization) in the system, and (4) self-
monitoring as a method for defossilizing errors. 
The Systematicity of a Learner's Language 
System Revealed Through Error Analysis 
Looking back through the history of language learning and teaching 
theories in the last few decades, we note two contrasting approaches to 
treating learner errors as a part of language learning. One approach, 
which is based on structural linguistics and behavioral psychology, sees 
language learning as habit formation. The Audiolingual Method is derived 
from this approach, and the teachers who use this method try to prevent 
learners from making errors by controlling their language input. The 
other approach, which is based on generative linguistics and cognitive 
psychology, sees language learning as rule formation. Cognitive-Code-
Learning, which is derived from this approach, stresses deduction and 
analysis. Teachers who use this approach consider errors to be an 
inevitable by-product of language learning, and they are concerned with 
the remediation of the errors whenever possible (Prator and Celce-Murcia, 
1979). 
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The current trend seems to fall somewhere between these two extremes 
since it recognizes the importance of practice, which promotes linguistic 
accuracy, while realizing that the ultimate goal is communication (Brown, 
1980). The current trend also sees errors not only as an inevitable 
by-product of language learning, but also as an indication of the 
language learning process. Researchers like Corder proposed that an 
analysis of a second language learner's errors could provide insight into 
the hypotheses a learner was making about the language. Thus, the 
language system derived by the learner was viewed as a legitimate and 
self-contained system. This language learners' system, which is known by 
several terms, such as "Approximative System," "Idiosyncratic Dialects" 
Native Language 
Approximate System 1 
Approximate System 2 







Language A Target 
Language 
or "Interlanguage" (Nemser 1971, Corder, 1971, Selinker, 1972, 
respectively), is different from both the native language and the target 
language. 
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Learning vs. Acquisition 
But how is this learners' legitimate and yet deviant system formed? 
How are rules of the target language internalized? Krashen's Monitor 
Model claims that adult second language learners internalize rules of the 
target language by two processes, thereby creating two independent 
systems. One process is "acquisition," whereby rules are acquired 
subconsciously and is similar to the acquisition of first and second 
languages by children. The other process, learning, takes place in 
formal situations and involves "rule isolation" and error correction; 
with "learning," there is "conscious" focusing on linguistic forms. 
Krashen's Monitor Model also claims that "learning" is used only to 
"Monitor" the output which is initiated by the "acquired" system 
(Krashen, 1977a, b). Krashen, therefore, suggests that "learning" is 
peripheral and "acquisition" is central to adult second language learning 
(Krashen, 1978). 
learning (the Monitor) 
acquisition ___________ + ____ ... ~ OUTPUT 
(a creative construction process) 
But are "acquisition" and "learning" really independent of each 
other as Krashen claims? Some language learners seem to be able to 
internalize rules of a second language only by "learning" them in the 
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classroom. Therefore, one major problem of Krashen's Monitor Model is 
that conscious rules can not become subconscious. Instead of Krashen's 
learning/acquisition distinction, McLaughlin advocates a controlled/ 
automatic distinction (McLaughlin, 1978). This controlled/automatic 
distinction was originally proposed by Schneider and Shiffrin (1977) as 
two types of human information processing. McLaughlin maintains that 
active attention is required for controlled processes, but not for 
automatic processes. This seems to be the case when a learner 
internalizes a new linguistic rule. At an early stage, the learner knows 
the rule and can apply it, but he can not do so automatically. The 
process requires time and attention. When the rule is finally 
internalized, the process becomes automatic. Thus, unlike the Monitor 
Model, the controlled/automatic distinction proposed by McLaughlin allows 
for consciously-learned information to become subconscious. 
Bialystok has also tried to create a model in which consciously-
learned information can become subconscious. In her model, there are two 
types of linguistic knowledge: 
Explicit Linguistic Knowledge. 
Implicit Linguistic Knowledge and 
Implicit Linguistic Knowledge is 
automatic and is used spontaneously in language tasks. Explicit 
Linguistic Knowledge, on the other hand, is the "conscious" rules the 
learner knows and can articulate. Bialystok suggests that Explicit 
Linguistic Knowledge, such as that which is presented in a classroom, may 
eventually become automatic and transferred to Implicit Linguistic 
Knowledge (Bialystok, 1978). As with McLaughlin's controlled/automatic 
distinction, the difference between Krashen's Monitor Hodel and 
Bialystok's model is that her model recognizes the "interaction" of two 
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types of linguistic knowledges: "learned" knowledge, which is oontrolled 
and is stored as Explicit Linguistic Knowledge, can transfer to 
"acquired" knowledge, which is automatic and is stored as Implicit 
Linguistic Knowledge. 
But how does this controlled and explicit linguistic knowledge 
become automatic and implicit? Both McLaughlin and Bialystok maintain 
that the process requires time and attention. Carroll (1981) asserts 
that this process is similar to operant conditioning since the learner 
needs opportunities (i.e., stimuli) for practice (i.e., reenforcement). 
However, unlike traditional operant conditioning, the learner's responses 
are derived by a cognitive process in which the learner consciously 
chooses responses which are appropriate in a given situation. The 
consequences of the responses are noted by the learner and are referred 
to in the future. Therefore, over time such responses become automatic 
and do not require conscious attention. 
Fossilization 
While these automatic processes are being developed, fossilization 
may occur. The concept of "fossilization," as a part of the psychology 
of second language learning, was first introduced by Selinker. Selinker 
(1972) maintains that fossilizable linguistic phenomena are linguistic 
rules, items and subsystems which learners of a certain native language 
are likely to keep in their Interlanguage. Those phenomena will 
occur regardless of the amount of instruction and explanations presented 
to the learner in the target language, or the learner's age. That is, 
the production may be sufficient for communication but ungrammatical. 
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This seems to be true with many ESL (English as a second language) 
learners since they tend to focus on communication (i.e., content) rather 
than on linguistic accuracy, (i.e., form) which is not crucial in 
informal situations (talking with friends or free conversation in an ESL 
class). Although focusing on communication promotes fluency, their 
proficiency might suffer, and this can cause problems in their academic 
work. In order to prevent and/or undo fossilization (internalization of 
wrong forms), learners need to constantly attend to the forms until the 
production of correct forms becomes automatic. 
Self-Monitoring 
Language learners can use Explicit Linguistic Knowledge, the 
learners' conscious knowledge about the target language. This operation 
is called nmonitoringn (Bialystok, 1978). Krashen (1978) states that 
nmonitoringn takes place when the learners have time and are concerned 
with linguistic accuracy (as opposed to communicative accuracy). Krashen 
also states that not all learners are monitor users. The use of 
monitoring is limited to items that have not yet been nacquired" and are 
easily conceptualized, such as the third person singular ending (e.g. 
run~ and the regular past ending (e.g., jump~). 
Several studies seem to support the notion that monitoring is 
dependent upon the attention to form, the user and the types of 
grammatical rules involved. Houck, Robertson and Krashen (1978) found 
that their subjects made corrections mainly to improve comprehension 
rather than grammatical accuracy. 
Another factor affecting monitoring is the type of feedback received 
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after an error is made. Grammatical items such as ~-verbs, articles, -~ 
inflection of nouns and verbs are often not crucial to communication and 
are redundant. Therefore, omissions of these redundant features are 
errors which are psychologically correct from the language learner's 
point of view (George, 1911). Positive feedback (i.e., the listener 
understands the learner) facilitates fossilization and inhibits 
monitoring, while negative feedback (i.e., the listener does not 
understand the learner) prompts monitoring (Vigil and Oller, 1916). 
White (1911), in her study of learners' abilities to monitor 
developmental or interference errors, found that the advanced learners 
could not correct errors any better than intermediate learners. Since 
advanced learners know more rules than intermediate learners, advanced 
learners would be expected to monitor more because they have more rules 
to monitor with. But White's study seems to indicate that monitoring is 
more dependent upon the person than the number of rules one has (i.e., 
the level of the learner). 
There seem to be other reasons for the non-use of the monitoring 
besides those mentioned above. Another factor affecting monitoring 1s 
the psychological and emotional conditions of the monitor users, with 
regard to monitor use in the first language, Labov (1910) suggests that 
speakers of nonprestige dialects fail to maintain prestige forms which 
they learned later in life due to fatigue or distraction, etc. In a 
second language, Selinker (1912) also suggests that some errors, thought 
to have been eradicated, occur when the learner is talking about an 
unfamiliar or complex topic or when he is anxious, excited or extremely 
relaxed. Those errors, usually monitored, are not under conditions such 
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as these. 
Apart from the psychological, emotional and physical aspects of 
monitor there is the aspect of long-term monitor use 
and its effect. Stafford and Covitt (1978) maintain that although some 
language learners, such as the ones reported by Krashen (1917 a, b), are 
optimal users of monitoring, some are over-users, and their oral 
production of the target language seems to be hampered. Monitor 
over-users with elementary competence have so many items to monitor that 
their oral production becomes hesitant and halting. On the other hand, 
some under-users are extremely verbal yet their production contains many 
errors. Stafford and Covitt, therefore, suggest that monitor use is not 
always optimal for oral production. Bialystok (1918) suggests that 
because information received in formal situations and stored as Explicit 
Linguistic Knowledge is not readily available at first, over-use of such 
information during monitoring is not desirable for communicative tasks 
which require automaticity. However, given time and practice, the 
information can become automatic. Munsell and Carr (1981) and Beebe 
(1919) point out that the disadvantages of over-monitor use are mainly 
based on cross-sectional data. Longitudinal studies need to be done in 
order to find whether the learners who are over monitor users remain 
hesitant and halting as their competence improves. 
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CHAPTER III. METHODOLOGY 
In this section, the research undertaken will be described including 
the statement of the problem, hypotheses, and the research design (i.e., 
subjects, data elicitation, and data analysis). 
statement of the Problem and Hypotheses 
As was mentioned in the literature review, stUdies on the effect of 
self-monitoring and the disadvantages of its over-use were mainly based 
on cross-sectional data. The purpose of this study is to determine the 
effect of self-monitoring over time. In particular, the study is 
designed to elicit data which are used to test certain assumptions. The 
assumptions are that (1) verb errors will be corrected more often than 
articles, (2) the most frequent errors will be monitored the most, (3) 
language learners can be trained to monitor their written production over 
an extended period of time, (4) this training will lead to a reduction in 
the percentage of verb errors, (5) the training will facilitate 
improvement in verb usage in oral production. Five hypotheses will be 
tested in order to determine the validity of the assumptions. Hypotheses 
1 through 4 pertain to the subjects' written production, while Hypothesis 
5 deals with the subjects' oral production.) 
Hypothesis 1: The percentage of verb errors corrected by the subjects 
will be larger than that of article errors. 
Hypothesis 2: The higher the percentage of errors, the higher the 
percentage of corrections made by the subjects. 
1 1 
Hypothesis 3: The percentage of corrections made by the subjects in the 
monitor group will increase from time 1 to time 2, while 
it will not among those in the non-monitor group. 
Hypothesis 4: The percentage of incorrect verb responses, except main 
verb wrong choice, made by the subjects in the monitor 
group will decrease from time 1 to time 2, while it will 
not among those in the non-monitor group. 
Hypothesis 5: The percentage of correct verb responses, except main verb 
wrong choice, in oral production made by the monitor group 
will increase from time 1 to time 2, while it will not 
among those in the non-monitor group. 
Hypothesis 1 states that the percentage of corrections within each 
error type may vary. In this study, two types of errors are 
investigated: verbs and articles. It is hypothesized that verb errors, 
except main verb wrong choice, will be self-monitored more than article 
errors. 
Errors in main verb and article usages were analyzed for two 
reasons. First, most foreign students have problems with verb and 
article usages. Scott and Tucker (1974) found in their study that their 
Arab subjects most frequently made errors in the usage of verbs, 
prepositions and articles. Therefore, errors like these should receive 
the most attention. Second, rules in main verb and article usages 
represent two categories of rules. The first category includes rules 
which are not difficult to understand and articulate, but require time 
and practice to internalize or apply them automatically; verb usage rules 
fall into this category. 
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Rules in the other category are difficult to internalize; article 
errors fall into this category. As to the difficulty in applying article 
rules, McEldowney (1977) contends that when the learner tries to apply 
the rules for adding (or not adding) an article to a noun, he first has 
to know or decide if the noun refers to a particular member of a class 
(e.g., the smallest chocolate) or to the class as a whole (e.g., a 
chocolate), If the noun has a particular referent, the learner then has 
to decide whether it refers to a special member of the group (e.g., 
whether it is referred to in the preceding sentence), or to any member of 
a particular group. Then, he has to decide whether the noun is countable 
or uncountable. McEldowney states that confusion in article usage is 
also caused by the overlap of formal functions. In other words, one form 
has several functions. For instance, the article 'a' in "A cat is an 
animal" is general, but it is particular in "I have a cat" On the other 
hand, one function can be realized by several forms. For example, we can 
say "An apple is a kind of fruit," "Apples are a kind of fruit," or 
"Apple is a kind of fruit" to express the same concept. Furthermore, 
article usage is difficult for learners because of the arbitariness 
between countability and referenoe. For instanoe, learners tend to 
expect uncountable nouns like 'equipment' and 'furniture' to be countable 
and abstract nouns such as 'idea' and 'theory' to be uncountable. 
Artiole errors are prone to fossilization since they do not hinder 
communicaiton. This has been shown by Tomiyama, (1980) who investigated 
the relationship between grammatical errors and "communication 
breakdown," which occurs when a native speaker cannot correct the error 
or the correction distorts the information intended to be conveyed by the 
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writer. Her results indicated that article errors, except for omission, 
were easier to correct, and thus less crucial to communciation than 
connectors (e.g., but, although, if). 
Verb errors, except main verb wrong choice (e.g. I drink soup.) 
which is caused by poor vocabulary rather than not being able to 
correctly apply rules, will be self-monitored more because the rules for 
their usage are easily to understand and more crucial for communication. 
Hypothesis 2 states the higher the error frequency, the more 
noticeable the error will be. The more noticeable the error, the more 
aware the student is of it, and thus, the more attention will be devoted 
to it. 
Hypothesis 3 states that the self-monitoring technique will lead to 
an increase in the percentage of errors detected by subjects. The 
hypothesis is based on the theory of conditioning. The self-monitoring 
technique is a type of habit formation: it forces students to notice 
certain aspects in their writing and makes them aware of potential 
errors. The technique also involves reinforcement: the students' 
initial corrections enhance their ability to detect future corrections. 
Hypothesis 4 states that that the percentage of verb errors will 
decrease over time due to the self-monitoring technique. The 
self-monitoring technique should not only increase the probability of the 
learner's recognition and correction of his errors, but also given time 
and practice, help the learner to eventually internalize the right forms 
(i.e., production becomes automatic). This is based on the fact that 
repeated attention eventually leads to internalization. 
According to Hypothesis 5, the percentage of verb errors should be 
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reduced for both written and oral production, If an aspect of grammar is 
internalized, it is part of the language learner's system and thus should 
be available in both written and oral production. Hypothesis 2 and 3 
will be tested statistioally using a one-sided T-test. For hypotheses 1, 
4 and 5, the data will simply be interpreted to see if it provides an 
indication of support. 
Subjects 
The subjeots for this study were thirty-one foreign graduate 
students enrolled in two sections of English lOOD (Advanced Compostion 
for Nonnative Graduate Students) at Iowa State University during Spring 
Semester, 1982. All the subjects scored more than 500 on the TOEFL (Test 
of English as a Foreign Language). The native languages of the subjects 
were Arabic, Chinese, Hebrew, Indonesian, Japanese, Korean and Spanish 
(see Table 1). 
Table 1. Native languages of the subjects 
Section 1 Section 2 
Arabic 2 
Chinese 6 6 
Hebrew 1 
Indonesion 2 
Japanese 1 1 
Korean 3 4 
Malaysian 1 
Spanish 3 1 
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Data Elicitation 
Students in both sections of English IOOD were taught by the same 
teacher during the same semester. Each class met for one hour three 
times a week. The format for each section was the same except for the 
monitoring procedure: whereas students in the monitoring section 
self-monitored each composition written throughout the semester, students 
in the non-monitoring section self-monitored only their initial and final 
diagnostic compositions. The initial and final diagnostic compositions 
will hereafter be referred to as the Time 1 composition and the Time 2 
composition. Following is a description of the monitoring procedure. 
When finished with writing for thirty minutes, students put their 
compositions in folders and rested while the teacher passed out blue 
pens. Then students were given ten minutes to read through their 
compositions and make corrections in the text with the blue pens. 
Students were not allowed to erase items from the compositions. Next, 
the teacher passed out tally sheets on which students recorded the 
changes they made. The teacher then collected the compositions and tally 
sheets. During the following session (two days later), the above 
monitoring procedure was repeated for the same composition. This time 
black pens were passed out, the students had about fifteen minutes to 
make corrections. During the third session (i.e. two sessions later from 
the time of writing) the teacher passed out red pens. Students read 
through the composition and tried to correct errors which has been 
circled, but not corrected, by the teacher. Then, students recorded 
errors on the tally sheets and the teacher collected them along with the 
compositions. Finally, during the fourth session, the teacher returned 
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the compositions in which student-corrected items had been checked and, 
if necessary, re-corrected by the teacher with a green pen. Students 
then oorrected the information on the tally sheets and tabulated errors. 
In order to investigate the effect of the self-monitoring procedure 
on the students' oral production, two interviews (one at the beginning 
and the other at the end of the semester) were conducted with all 
thirty-one students. (Hereafter, these interviews will be referred to as 
the Time 1 interview and the Time 2 interview.) For each interview, 
students oame in individually to a small room where audio and video 
machines were set up for recording. They talked with the interviewer for 
twenty to twenty-five minutes. The interviews were conducted by the 
author, whose native language is not English, in order to encourage the 
students to talk freely. Many foreign students, both graduate and 
undergraduate, have told the author that they were more nervous when 
talking to native speakers than to fellow foreign students. It was 
thought that in an informal atmosphere, students would more likely be 
attending to the content of their utterances than to the linguistic 
forms. The students utterances in all sixty-two recorded interviews were 
transcribed for the analysis. The occurrences of article and verb usages 
were then catalogued and coded. The accuracy of both the transcriptions 
and the cataloguings were checked by a second researcher. 
Data Analysis 
All occurrences of articles and verbs included in this analysis for 
each composition were grouped into categories. The numbers of correct 
and incorrect occurrences in each category were then tabulated. Next, 
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incorrect occurrences of articles and verbs in each composition were 
grouped into the appropriate error types. The number of occurrences in 
each error type was then tabulated. The correct and incorrect 
occurrences in the transcription of each interview were also grouped and 
tabulated in a similar manner. For the compositions, a tabulation was 
also made of the errors monitored during each monitoring session. For 
this research, each article occurrence was assigned to one of three 
categories: 
1. Occurrences in which no article was required. 
e.g. I went to Colorado. 
2. Occurrences in which a definite article was required. 
e.g. I came to the United states. 
3. Occurrences in which an indefinite article was required. 
e.g. I am a graduate student. 
There were three types of articles errors--deletion, insertion and wrong 
choice. There were occurrences in which the article usage was correct in 
terms of grammar but was incorrect in terms of discourse. Following are 










I like people in ___ United States. 
It is __ very nice place. 
I went to the Colorado. 




I want to see A world. 
There was ~ market. 
Each main verb occurrence was assigned into one of the following 
four categories: 
1. Main verbs for which subject-verb agreement was not required. 
e.g. He went to Disneyland. 
2. Main verbs for which subject-verb agreement was required. 
e.g. My brother is in New York. 
3. Main verbs which were preceded by auxiliaries and subject-verb 
agreement was not required. 
e.g. She will graduate in Spring. 
4. Main verbs which were preceded by auxiliaries and subject-verb 
agreement was required. 
e.g. He has met many Americans. 
Adjectives which were verb-like were counted as main verbs. 
e.g. We are interested • • • 
He is well-known 
I am concerned • 
She is remembered 
The following auxiliary-like verbs were counted as auxiliaries: 
e.g. need to 
have to 
used to 
be going to 
This was done because students often make errors in verbs which are 
preceded by auxiliary-like main verbs, such as those mentioned above. 
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The six types of errors in main verb usage were subject-verb agreement, 
tense, wrong choice, wrong form, deletion and insertion. Following are 
examples of the error types: 
1. Subject-Verb Agreement. e.g. Women is treated well 
2. Tense e.g. I ~ three courses 
3. Wrong Choice 
a. Main Verb Wrong 
Choice 
b. Auxiliary Wrong 
Choice 
4. Wrong Form 
a. Main Verb Wrong 
Form 




e.g. We ~ some 
difficulty in talking. 
e.g. We ~ not correspond 
with them anymore. 
e.g. It tooks three hours. 
e.g. It is easily 
suppose 
c. Auxiliary Wrong Form e.g. We ~ going out to • • • 
5. Deletion 
a. Main Verb Deletion 
b. Main Verb (with 
Auxiliary) 
Deletion 
c. Auxiliary Deletion 
e.g. This _ kind of tough 
for me. 
e.g. Communication has not 
_____ good enough. 
e.g. I ___ used to the 
weather here. 
6. Insertion 
a. Main Verb Insertion 
b. Main Verb (with 
Auxiliary) 
Insertion 
c. Auxiliary Insertion 
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e.g. Our system is looks 
like here. 
e.g. There's have been many 
problems. 
e.g. That's resolve 
In some cases, it was impossible to determine the correctness of an 
occurrence due to the nature of the error. Therefore, some criteria were 
set for the elimination of such occurrences from the analysis. For both 
compositions and interviews, the following types of sentences were not 
included in the analysis: 
The subject is not an English word. 
e.g. Militars were born • • • 
The sentence is so awkward that it requires a complex change to 
correct it. 
e.g. That's not make me have a rest. 
The error can be corrected in more than two ways. 
e.g. I'm no get used here. 
The reference is not clear 
e.g. And so it's very poor in China. 
For interviews, sentences were also not analyzed when the subject 
was not clear or not audible on the tape. 
e.g. I wish ---------- can change it. 
For both compositions and interviews, the following article usage 
instances were eliminated from he analysis: 
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The noun is deleted. 
e.g. social and economical 
The noun is preoeded by a wrong adjective causing a disagreement in 
number. 
e.g. a little resources 
The oorrect noun phrase does not include an article. 
e.g. 'A' part 'one' party 
The noun is preceded by: 
Number e.g. two class 
quantifier e.g. much water 
possessive e.g. his name 
demonstrative e.g. this country 
also every, all, most, another, no, more, less, only, 
enough 
The article is followed by a word other than a noun. 
e.g. the highest is • 
Gerunds which are not classified as nouns. 
e.g. analyzing 
Idioms which do not include an article or 'other.' 
e.g. in order to 
The noun is used as an adverb. 
e.g. I go ~. 
For both compositions and interviews, the following instances were 
eliminated from the analysis of verb usage: 
A non-verb word is used as a verb. 
e.g. I can ball very well. 
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The numbers of the two subjects do not agree. 
e.g. the waste, they have • • • 
'They' is used instead of 'there'. 
e.g. They are little change. 
The correction results in a change in voice. 
e.g. Economic inequity has been widen. 
The following additional criteria were set for the tabulation of 
verb errors. Subject-verb agreement in a verb was counted even when the 
correct tense did not require it. (e.g., He runs ~ He ran or He run~ 
He ran.) When a verb error involved more than two error types, such as 
tense and main verb wrong choice (e.g. They made a turn~ They take 
turns.) the verb was counted only once for the total percentage correct. 
However, the same verb error was counted both for tense and wrong choice 
when the number of each error type was tabulated. 
Three major types of analysis were done in this study. The first 
analysis investigates the differences in the group improvement rates of 
article and verb usages in the written, and oral production. The second 
analysis investigates the improvement rates among different categories of 
article and verb usages. Finally, the differences in the monitoring 
abilities between the monitor and the non-monitor groups were 
investigated. 
In order to investigate improvement rates of article and verb usages 
in the written production among all subjects, differences in accuracy 
rates between the Time 1 and the Time 2 compositions written by a subject 
were compared with those of other subjects. Rate of improvement was 
determined by first determining the number of correct and incorrect 
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responses for each error category in a composition. The occurrences were 
then totaled and the number of correct occurrences was divided by the 
total number of occurrences. This yielded a percentage of correct 
responses. Then, an increase in the percentage from the Time 1 to 
Time 2 compositions were determined, yielding the rate of improvement. 
An increase in rates was expected as an indicattion of improvement. 
An analysis was also done to determine whether a small number of subjects 
were responsible for the group improvement. 
Comparisons were made between the mean group accuracy rates for the 
Time 1 and the Time 2 compositions to measure the improvement rate in 
written production of each group. The average improvement rates of the 
two groups were then compared to test the hypothesis that the monitor 
group's improvement rate in verb usage (except main verb wrong choice) 
would be higher than that of the non-monitor group due to the beneficial 
effects of the monitoring procedure. 
The above comparisons were first made for the overall improvement 
rates for each usage (i.e., article and verb). In order to determine the 
significance of the group improvement rates of article and verb usages in 
the written and oral production, one-sided T-tests were done. 
Comparisons were made among different types of errors within each 
usage in order to investigate the differences in improvements among 
different categories of article and verb usages. The same kinds of 
comparisons mentioned above were also made in order to investigate the 
effect of the monitoring procedure on the subjects' oral production using 
the data from the transcriptions. Table 2 illustrates schematically the 
major comparisons for the improvement rates. 
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Table 2. Schematic diagram of the major comparisons 
Compositions Interviews 
Individual Time 1 ~ Time 2 Time 1 ~ Time 2 
Group 
Monitor Time 1 ~ Time 2 Time 1 ~ Time 2 
I 
Time 14--) Time 2 t Time 1 <---?T1me 2 Nonmonitor 
aIndicates comparison by % correct. 
Finally, the monitoring abilities of the monitor and the non-monitor 
group were examined in order to investigate what types of article and 
verb errors are most easily monitored. Then, the relationship between 
the frequency of errors and the frequency of monitoring at time 1 and 
time 2 was determined. 
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CHAPTER IV. RESULTS 
In the first section of this chapter, the subjects' ability to 
monitor article and verb errors will be examined to investigate what 
types of errors are most easily monitored. Next, an error analysis will 
be done to determine the frequency of different types of article and verb 
errors. Then, the relationship between the frequency of errors and the 
frequency of monitoring will be determined. Finally, group improvement 
rates of the written and oral production based on percent correct will be 
discussed. In each section, the hypotheses under investigation will be 
restated and discussed. 
Monitoring Ability for Article and Verb Usage 
The following section examines the students ability to monitor 
article and verb verbs. In particular, Hypotheses 1 and 3 will be 
discussed. The monitoring procedure consisted of three sessions. In 
this section, Monitor 1 refers to immediate, unprompted monitoring, and 
Monitor 2 refers to delayed, unprompted monitoring. Monitor 3 is 
delayed, prompted monitoring. All the insertion errors prompted by the 
teacher resulted in actual correction (e.g., find ~ oil~ find oil). 
'Others' in the tables refers to instances in which corrections made by 
students caused new errors, or errors were not prompted by the teacher. 
Hypothesis 1: 
The percentage of verb errors corrected by the subjects will 
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be larger than that of article errors. 
Data concerning overall monitoring ability across groups and times 
are shown in Table 3. The data presented indicate that of the 371 
errors monitored, 39 (10.5%) were monitored at Monitor 1, and 36 (917%) 
were monitored at Monitor 2. All 75 errors but one monitored 
spontaneously (i.e., at Monitor 1 and 2) were corrected correctly (i.e., 
monitored correctly). At Monitor 3, 240 (64.7%) errors were corrected 
correctly, while 55 (14.8%) were corrected incorrectly (i.e., monitored 
incorrectly). Nine percent (18 out of 200) of article errors were 
monitored at Monitor 1, while 12.3% (21 out of 171) of verb errors were 
monitored. At Monitor 2, 8.5% (17) of article errors and 11.7% (20) of 
verb errors were monitored. The rate of verb errors monitored 
spontaneously was 6.5% higher than that of article errors (24.0 vs. 
17.5). Of the 165 article errors monitored at Monitor 3, 148 (74%) were 
corrected correctly, while 17 (8.5%) were corrected incorrectly. Sixty-
five (32.5%) of the article errors monitored at Monitor 3 were insertion 
errors and thus were corrected by the teacher. Ninety-two (53.8%) verb 
errors were corrected correctly at Monitor 3, and 38 (22.2%) were 
corrected incorrectly. Based upon the analysis of Monitor 1 and Monitor 
2, Hypothesis 1 was supported. Since only the first two stages of the 
monitoring were spontaneous, the third stage of monitoring, which 
involved prompting from the teacher, was not included in the testing of 
Hypothesis 1. 
Hypothesis 3: 
The percentage of corrections made by the subjects in the 
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Table 3. Overall monitoring ability (groups and times combined) 
Articles Verbs 
Number of Number of 
Errors Percentage Errors Percentage 
Monitor 1 
Corrected 
correctly 18 9.0 21 12.3 
Corrected 
incorrectly 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Monitor 2 
Corrected 
correctly 17 8.5 19 11.1 
Corrected 
incorrectly 0 0.0 1 0.6 
Monitor 3 
Corrected 
correctly 148 74.0 92 53.8 
Corrected 
incorrectly 17 8.5 38 22.2 
Total 200 171 
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monitor group will increase from time 1 to time 2, while it 
will not among those in the non-monitor group. 
Table 4 presents monitoring ability for article usage. The monitor 
group spontaneously (i.e., Monitor 1 and 2) monitored 7.2% (3/42) of 
article errors at time 1 and 21% (12/57) at time 2. The non-monitor 
group spontaneously monitored 30.7% (12/39) of errors at time 1 but only 
12.9% (8/62) at time 2. 
As can be seen in Table 5, which presents data on all verbs 
combined, the monitor group had 46 verb errors to monitor at time 1, of 
which six (13%) were spontaneously monitored. At time 2, they 
spontaneously monitored seven (20%) of the 35 errors. The non-monitor 
group spontaneously monitored 40% (15/37) of verb errors at time 1 but 
only 24.5% (13/53) at time 2. Therefore, Hypothesis 3 was supported. 
The last of this section is devoted to a detailed analysis of each 
type of article and verb error. This detailed analysis of the different 
error types will be used to establish a frequency order of monitoring. 
Data concerning monitoring ability for each type of article error (i.e., 
deletion, insertion, wrong choice) in the two article categories (i.e. 
definite and indefinite articles) are presented in Tables 6-11. 
Data presented in Table 6 indicate that at time 1, the monitor 
group was able to spontaneously monitor only 6.3% (1/16) of the definite 
article deletion errors while they monitored 29.7% (7/22) at time 2. The 
non-monitor group spontaneously monitored 25% (2/8)of the errors at time 
1, but only 7.2% (2/28) at time 2. 
As can be seen in Table 7, at Monitor 1, both the monitor and the 
non-monitor groups monitored their indefinite article deletion errors 
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Table 4. Monitoring ability for article usage 
Monitor Group Non-monitor Group 
Number of Number of 
Errors Percentage Errors Percentage 
Time 1 
Monitor 1 2 4.8 5 12.8 
Monitor 2 1 2.~ 7 17.9 
Monitor 3 39 92.9 27 69.2 
Total 42 39 
Time 2 
Monitor 1 6 10.5 5 8.1 
Monitor 2 6 10.5 3 4.8 
Monitor 3 ~5 78.9 5~ 87.1 
Total 57 62 
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Table 5. Monitoring ability for verb usage 
Monitor Group Non-monitor Group 
Number of Number of 
Errors Percentage Errors Percentage 
Time 1 
Monitor 1 1 2.2 10 27.0 
Monitor 2 5 10.9 5 13.5 
Monitor 3 40 87.0 22 59.5 
Total 46 37 
Time 2 
Monitor 1 3 8.6 7 13.2 
Monitor 2 4 11.4 6 11.3 
Monitor 3 28 80.0 40 75.5 
Total 35 53 
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Table 6. Monitoring ability for definite article deletion 
Monitor Group Non-monitor Group 
Time 1 Time 2 Time 1 Time 2 
Monitor 1 
Corrected correctly 0 2 0 1 
Corrected incorrectly 0 0 0 0 
Monitor 2 
Corrected correctly 1 5 2 1 
Corrected incorrectly 0 0 0 0 
Monitor 3 
Corrected correctly 13 14 5 23 
Corrected incorrectly 2 1 1 3 
Total 16 22 8 28 
Others 6 3 7 2 
Grand Total 22 25 15 30 
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Table 7. Monitoring ability for indefinite article deletion 
Monitor Group Non-monitor Group 
Time 1 Time 2 Time 1 Time 2 
Monitor 1 
Corrected correctly 2 1 3 0 
Corrected incorrectly 0 0 0 0 
Monitor 2 
Corrected correctly 0 0 0 0 
Corrected incorrectly 0 0 0 0 
Monitor 3 
Corrected correctly 4 6 1 2 
Corrected incorrectly 1 2 0 5 
Total 7 9 4 7 
Others 0 0 2 0 
Grand Total 7 9 6 7 
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better at time 1 than at time 2. No errors were monitored at Monitor 2 
across times and groups. As for the percentage of the errors corrected 
incorrectly at Monitor 3, the monitor group had a slightly higher 
percentage (14.3 vs. 22.2) at time 2 than at time 1 while the non-monitor 
group had a much higher percentage at time 2 (0.0 vs. 71.4). The number 
of errors reported in this table is less than ten. Thus, a small change 
in the number of errors caused a big change in the error rates. 
Table 8 presents the monitoring ability for definite article 
insertion errors. The data presented indicate that the monitor group was 
not able to monitor any errors unprompted at time 1 and monitored 11% 
(2/18) at time 2. The non-monitor group monitored 28.6% (4/14) of the 
errors at time 1 and 16.7% (3/18) at time 2. All the insertion errors 
were prompted and corrected by the teacher at Monitor 3. 
Data presented in Table 9 on indefinite article insertion errors 
indicate that there were only two indefinite article insertion errors 
committed by the monitor group at each time. At time 1, both errors were 
corrected by the teacher at Monitor 3. At time 2, one of the two errors 
was corrected by the student and the other was corrected by the teacher. 
The non-monitor group had six errors at time 1 and three of them were 
corrected at Monitor 2. At time 2, one of the four errors was corrected 
at Monitor 1, while the other three were corrected by the teacher at 
Monitor 3. 
As can be seen in Table 10, which presents the data on definite 
wrong choice errors, there were less than four definite article wrong 
choice errors made across groups and times. No errors were monitored 
spontaneously at either time. All the errors monitored at Monitor 3 were 
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Table 8. Monitoring ability ~or de~inite article insertion 
Monitor Group Non-monitor Group 
Time 1 Time 2 Time 1 Time 2 
Monitor 1 
Corrected correctly 0 2 2 3 
Corrected incorrectly 0 0 0 0 
Monitor 2 
Corrected correctly 0 0 2 0 
Corrected incorrectly 0 0 0 0 
Monitor 3 
Corrected correctly 15 16 10 15 
Corrected incorrectly 0 0 0 0 
Total 15 18 14 18 
Others 2 0 5 0 
Grand Total 17 18 19 18 
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Table 9. Monitoring ability for indefinite article insertion 
Monitor Group Non-monitor Group 
Time 1 Time 2 Time 1 Time 2 
Monitor 1 
Corrected correctly 0 0 
Corrected incorrectly 0 0 0 0 
Monitor 2 
Corrected correctly 0 0 3 0 
Corrected incorrectly 0 0 0 0 
Monitor 3 
Corrected correctly 2 3 3 
Corrected incorrectly 0 0 0 0 
Total 2 2 6 4 
Others 0 0 1 2 
Grand Total 2 2 7 6 
36 
Table 10. Monitoring ability for definite article wrong choice 
Monitor Group Non-monitor Group 
Time 1 Time 2 Time 1 Time 2 
Monitor 1 
Corrected correctly 0 0 0 0 
Corrected incorrectly 0 0 0 0 
Monitor 2 
Corrected correctly 0 0 0 0 
Corrected incorrectly 0 0 0 0 
Monitor 3 
Corrected correctly 1 3 3 1 
Corrected incorrectly 0 0 0 0 
Total 1 3 3 
Others 0 0 0 0 
Grand Total 1 3 3 1 
37 
corrected correctly. 
Table 11 presents the monitoring ability for indefinite article 
wrong choice. Data presented indicate that less than seven errors were 
made across groups and times. No errors were monitored at Monitor 1 by 
either group or time. At time 1, the monitor group had one error to be 
monitored, and it was corrected correctly at Monitor 3. At time 2, one 
of the three errors monitored was corrected correctly at Monitor 2, while 
two were corrected at Monitor 3. The non-monitor group had four errors 
to be monitored at time 1, all of which were corrected correctly at 
Monitor 3. At time 2, both errors were corrected correctly at Monitor 2. 
At time 2, both groups corrected correctly only one of the two errors they 
monitored at monitor 3. 
Data concerning monitoring ability for the six verb error types are 
presented in Tables 12-17. Data about the monitoring of S-V agreement 
errors are presented in Table 12. These data indicate that the monitor 
group monitored two (22.2%) of the nine subject-verb agreement errors at 
Monitor 2 at both times. At time 1, five (55.6%) out of seven errors 
monitored at Monitor 3 were corrected correctly, while all seven (87.8%) 
were corrected correctly at time 2. At time 1, the non-monitor group 
monitored five (38.5%) out of 13 errors at Monitor 1, and two (15.4%) at 
Monitor 2. All six errors (46.2%) monitored at Monitor 3 were corrected 
correctly. At time 2, there were 22 errors monitored, of which four 
(18.2%) were monitored at Monitor 1 and three (13.6%) at Monitor 2. At 
Monitor 3, 13 (59.1%) were corrected correctly, while two (9.1%) were 
corrected incorrectly. 
As can be seen in Table 13, which presents the data on the 
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Table 11. Monitoring ability for indefinite article wrong choice 
Monitor Group Non-monitor Group 
Time 1 Time 2 Time 1 Time 2 
Monitor 1 
Corrected correctly 0 0 0 0 
Corrected incorrectly 0 0 0 0 
Monitor 2 
Corrected correctly 0 1 0 2 
Corrected incorrectly 0 0 0 0 
Monitor 3 
Corrected correctly 1 1 4 1 
Corrected incorrectly 0 1 0 1 
Total 1 3 4 4 
Others 1 1 2 0 
Grand Total '2 4 6 4 
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Table 12. Monitoring ability for subject verb agreement 
Monitor Group Non-monitor Group 
Time 1 Time 2 Time 1 Time 2 
Monitor 1 
Corrected correctly 0 0 5 4 
Corrected incorrectly 0 0 0 0 
Monitor 2 
Corrected correctly 2 2 2 2 
Corrected incorrectly 0 0 0 0 
Monitor 3 
Corrected correctly 5 7 6 13 
Corrected incorrectly 2 0 0 2 
Total 9 9 13 22 
Others 0 0 0 0 
Grand Total 9 9 13 22 
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Table 13. Monitoring ability for tense 
Monitor Group Non-monitor Group 
Time 1 Time 2 Time 1 Time 2 
Monitor 1 
Corrected correctly 0 2 1 1 
Corrected incorrectly 0 0 0 0 
Monitor 2 
Corrected correctly 3 1 1 0 
Corrected incorrectly 0 0 0 0 
Monitor 3 
Corrected correctly 9 8 3 6 
Corrected incorrectly 7 3 6 2 
Total 19 14 11 9 
Others 7 3 7 1 
Grand Total 26 17 18 10 
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monitoring of tense errors, the monitor group monitored 19 tense errors 
at time 1. None of the errors were monitored at Monitor 1, but three 
(15.8%) were monitored at Monitor 2. At Monitor 3, nine (47.4%) errors 
were corrected correctly, while seven (36.8%) were corrected incorrectly. 
At time 2, two (14.3%) errors were monitored at Monitor 1 and one (7.1%) 
was monitored at Monitor 2. At Monitor 3, eight (57.7%) errors were 
corrected correctly, while three (21.4%) were corrected incorrectly. At 
time 1 the non-monitor group monitored eleven errors at time 1 of which 
one (9.1%) was monitored at Monitor 1, and Monitor 2. At Monitor 3, 
three errors (27.3%) were corrected correctly, while six (54.5%) were 
corrected incorrectly. At time 2, nine errors were monitored, of which 
one was monitored at Monitor 1. No error was monitored at Monitor 2. At 
Monitor 3, six (66.7%) errors were corrected correctly, while two (22.2) 
were corrected incorrectly. 
Table 14 presents the monitoring ability for wrong choice errors. 
The monitor group did not monitor any errors at Monitor 1 or Monitor 2 at 
either time. At time 1, they corrected eight of ten errors correctly, 
while they corrected three of six at time 2. The non-monitor group 
monitored eight errors at time 1. Two were corrected correctly at 
Monitor 1, while one was corrected incorrectly at Monitor 2. At Monitor 
3, two were corrected correctly, and three were corrected incorrectly. 
The numbers of errors reported in Table 15 for wrong form are less 
than six. The monitor group monitored five wrong form errors at time 1. 
One error was monitored at Monitor 1, while none were monitored at 
Monitor 2. At Monitor 3, they corrected three errors correctly, and one 
incorrectly. Of the three errors monitored at time 2, none were 
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Table 14. Monitoring ability for wrong choice 
Monitor Group Non-monitor Group 
Time 1 Time 2 Time 1 Time 2 
Monitor 1 
Corrected correctly 0 0 2 0 
Corrected incorrectly 0 0 0 0 
Monitor 2 
Corrected correctly 0 0 0 1 
Corrected incorrectly 0 0 1 0 
Monitor 3 
Corrected correctly 8 3 2 9 
Corrected incorrectly 2 3 3 4 
Total 10 6 8 14 
Others 0 0 6 
Grand Total 10 6 14 15 
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Table 15. Monitoring ability for wrong form 
Monitor Group Non-monitor Group 
Time 1 Time 2 Time 1 Time 2 
Monitor 1 
Corrected correctly 1 0 0 1 
Corrected incorrectly 0 0 0 0 
Monitor 2 
Corrected correctly 0 1 0 2 
Corrected incorrectly 0 0 0 0 
Monitor 3 
Corrected correctly 3 1 0 1 
Corrected incorrectly 1 1 0 0 
Total 5 3 0 4 
Others 0 0 0 0 
Grand Total 5 3 0 4 
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monitored at Monitor 1, while one was monitored at Monitor 2. At Monitor 
3, one error was corrected correctly, and one was corrected incorrectly. 
The non-monitor group had no error to monitor at time 1. All four errors 
monitored at time 2 were corrected correctly. One error was corrected at 
Monitor 1, two at Monitor 2, and one at Monitor 3. 
Data about deletion error monitoring, presented in Table 16, 
indicate that the monitor group had three deletion errors to monitor at 
time 1 all of which were corrected correctly at Monitor 3. All three 
errors monitored at time 2 were also corrected correctly. One error was 
monitored at Monitor 1, while two were monitored at Monitor 3. The 
non-monitor group had five errors to monitor at time 1. Two errors 
monitored at Monitor 1 and one at Monitor 2 were corrected correctly. At 
Monitor 3, one error was corrected correctly and one incorrectly. Of the 
two errors monitored at time 2, one was corrected correctly at Monitor 1, 
while the other was corrected incorrectly at Monitor 3. 
As can be seen in Table 17, which presents data on the insertion 
errors monitored, the monitor group had no insertion errors to monitor 
across times. The non-monitor group had no error to monitor at time 1. 
The two errors monitored at time 2 were corrected correctly at Monitor 3. 
In summary, for groups and time combined, about the same percentages 
of errors were monitored at Monitor 1 and Monitor 2. The rate of verb 
errors monitored spontaneously (i.e., Monitor 1 and 2) was higher than 
that of article errors. All but one error monitored spontaneously were 
corrected correctly. For both article and verb usages, the monitor group 
monitored more at time 2 than at time 1, while the non-monitor group 
monitored less at time 2 than at time 1. 
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Table 16. Monitoring ability deletion 
Monitor Group Non-monitor Group 
Time 1 Time 2 Time 1 Time 2 
Monitor 1 
Corrected correctly 0 1 2 1 
Corrected incorrectly 0 0 0 0 
Monitor 2 
Corrected correctly 0 0 1 0 
Corrected incorrectly 0 0 0 0 
Monitor 3 
Corrected correctly 3 2 1 0 
Corrected incorrectly 0 0 1 1 
Total 3 3 5 2 
Others 0 0 0 0 
Grand Total 3 3 5 2 
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Table 17. Monitoring ability insertion 
Monitor Group Non-monitor Group 
Time 1 Time 2 Time 1 Time 2 
Monitor 1 
Corrected correctly 0 0 0 0 
Corrected incorrectly 0 0 0 0 
Monitor 2 
Corrected correctly 0 0 0 0 
Corrected incorrectly 0 0 0 0 
Monitor 3 
Corrected correctly 0 0 0 2 
Corrected incorrectly 0 0 0 0 
Total 0 0 0 2 
Others 1 0 1 0 
Grand Total 0 1 2 
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Based upon tables 6 and 17, a frequency order of monitoring can be 
established. The most frequently monitored article errors were deletion 
and insertion; wrong choice was the least frequently monitored error. 
The most frequently monitored verb error was wrong form followed 
respectively by deletion, subject-verb agreement, tense, and wrong 
choice. 
Hypothesis 2: 
Correct and Incorrect Occurrences of Articles 
and Verbs in the Written Production 
The higher the percentage of errors, the higher the percentage 
of corrections made by the subjects. 
In order to determine the relationship between the frequency order 
of errors and the frequency of monitoring, we must first do the error 
analysis. As can be seen in Table 18, 1515 out of 1750 (86.5%) of the 
article occurrences across times and groups were correct. This 
percentage was higher than expected. Of the 235 errors, 121 (51.5%) were 
deletion errors, while only 25 (10.6%) were wrong choice errors. 
Presented in Table 19 are the numbers and percentages of correct and 
incorrect occurrences of definite articles and by group and time. The 
monitor group's accuracy rate of definite article usage increased by 4.2% 
over time, while that of the non-monitor group decreased by 1.7%. For 
definite article deletion errors, the monitor group's percentage at time 
2 was 2.5% lower than at time 1 while the non-monitor group's was 6.1% 
higher. Both monitor and non-monitor groups' insertion errors decreased 
by about 2%. The monitor group made more wrong choice errors at time 2, 
than at time 1, while the non-monitor group made less. However, the 
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number of wrong choice errors was less than five for both groups and both 
times. 
The monitor group's accuracy rate of indefinite article usage (Table 
20) increased by 6.1% over time, while the non-monitor group's rate 
remained essentially constant. The monitor group's rate of indefinite 
article deletion errors decreased by 4.7%, while the non-monitor group's 
increased by 2.4%. The monitor group had a lower rate of insertion 
errors at time 2, but a slightly higher rate of wrong choice errors. The 
non-monitor group had almost the same rate of insertion errors at time 1 
and time 2, and had a lower rate of wrong choice errors at time 2. The 
number of errors reported in this table are very small relative to the 
total number of occurrences. 
The results of Tables 19 and 20 indicate the numbers of each error 
type at time 1 were similar to those at time 2 for both definite and 
indefinite articles. The only exception was the non-monitor group's 
definite deletion errors which increased from 15 to 30 (8.0 vs. 14.1%) 
over time. 
As can be seen in Table 21, there were 1236 occurrences of verbs 
across times and groups, of which 1049 (84.9%) were correct. Of the six 
error types, tense errors were the most frequent, followed by 
subject-verb agreement errors. The third most frequent class of errors 
was wrong choice errors. Contrary to the results of Table 5 for article 
errors, deletion and insertion errors were least frequent for verbs. 
Tables 22 and 23 present the numbers and percentages of correct and 
incorrect occurrences of verb usage by group and time. Out of the total 
of 289 verbs evaluated (e.g. for tense, 263 correct + 26 incorrect = 289) 
51 
Table 20. Correct and incorrect occurrences of indefinite articles 
Monitor Group Non-monitor Group 
Number of Number of 
Occurrences Percentage Occurrences Percentage 
Time 1 
Correct 28 71.8 56 74.7 
Incorrect 
Indefinite Article 
Deletion 7 17.9 6 8.0 
Indefinite Article 
Insertion 2 5.1 7 9.3 
Indefinite Article 
Wrong Choice 2 5.1 6 8.0 
Total 39 75 
Time 2 
Correct 53 77.9 50 74.6 
Incorrect 
Indefinite Article 
Deletion 9 13.2 7 10.4 
Indefinite Article 
Insertion 2 2.9 6 9.0 
Indefinite Article 
Wrong Choice 4 5.9 4 6.0 
Total 69 67 
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Correct 1049 14.9 
Incorrect 
Subject-Verb Agreement 53 6.0 
Tense 71 5.8 
Wrong Choice 45 3.7 
Wrong Form 12 1.0 
Deletion 13 1.1 
Insertion 4 0.3 
Totala 187 17.9 
Grand Total 1236 102.8 
aIncludes 11 combination errors. 
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Table 22. Correct and incorrect occurrences of verbs at time 1 
Monitor Group Non-monitor Group 
Number of Number of 
Occurrences Percentage Occurrences Percentage 
Subject-verb 
agreement 
Correct 191 95.5 210 94.2 
Incorrect 9 4.5 13 5.8 
Tense 
Correct 263 91.0 282 94.0 
Incorrect 26 9.0 18 6.0 
Wrong Choice 
Correct 279 96.5 286 95.3 
Incorrect 10 3.5 14 4.7 
Wrong Form 
Correct 284 98.3 300 100.0 
Incorrect 5 1.7 0 0.0 
Deletion 
Correct 286 99.0 295 98.3 
Incorrect 3 1.0 5 1.7 
Insertion 
Correct 288 99.7 299 99.7 
Incorrect 1 0.3 1 0.3 
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Table 23. Correct and incorrect occurrences of verbs at time 2 
Monitor Group Non-monitor Group 
Number of Number of 
Occurrences Percentage Occurrences Percentage 
Subject-verb 
agreement 
Correct 207 95.8 210 90.5 
Incorrect 9 4.2 22 9.5 
Tense 
Correct 311 94.1 309 96.9 
Incorrect 17 5.9 10 3.1 
Wrong Choice 
Correct 322 98.2 304 95.3 
Incorrect 6 1.8 15 4.7 
Wrong Form 
Correct 325 99.1 315 98.7 
Incorrect 3 0.9 4 1.3 
Deletion 
Correct 325 99.1 317 99.4 
Incorrect 3 0.9 2 0.6 
Insertion 
Correct 328 100.0 317 99.4 
Incorrect 0 2 0.6 
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for the monitor group at time 1, 238 (82.4%) were correct. At time 2, 
there were 328 verbs, of which 291 (88.8%) were correct. The error rates 
of all error types were lower at time 2 for the monitor group. The 
largest reduction was in the tense errors (3.1%). As for the non-monitor 
group, there were 300 verbs at time 1, of which 249 (83.2%) were correct. 
At time 2, there were 319 verbs, of which 269 (84.3%) were correct. 
Improvement in verb usage was erratic for the non-monitor group. The 
error rates of subject-verb agreement increased by 3.7% over time, while 
those for tense decreased by 2.9%. The rates of wrong choice errors 
remained constant across time, while that of wrong form errors increased 
by 1.3% over time. 
Tables 24-27 present correct and incorrect occurrences of the 
subcategories of the four types of verb errors. Data presented in Table 
24 deals with wrong choice errors. As can be seen, the rate of main verb 
wrong choice errors (e.g., We feel some difficulty ••• ) for both the 
monitor and non-monitor group changed very little over time. This 
supports the hypothesis that self-monitoring is not effective for 
reducing main verb wrong choice errors. For auxiliary wrong choice 
errors (e.g., We have not correspond ••• ), the monitor group's rate 
decreased by 4.4% over time, while the non-monitor group's rate decreased 
by 0.4%. 
As can be seen from Table 25, which deals with wrong form errors, 
the monitor group's rate of main verb with auxiliary wrong form errors 
(e.g., It tooks three years ) decreased from 4.2% to 1.5% over 
time. The non-monitor group made no wrong form errors at time 1, but one 
or two of each kind were found at time 2. Both groups' error rates for 
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Table 24. Correct and incorrect occurrences of wrong choices 
Monitor Group Non-monitor Group 
Number of Number of 
Occurrences Percentage Occurrences Percentage 
Time 1 
Main Verb 
Correct 286 99.0 289 96.2 
Incorrect 3 1.0 11 3.7 
Auxiliary 
Correct 112 94.1 91 96.8 
Incorrect 7 5.9 3 3.2 
Time 2 
Main Verb 
Correct 324 98.8 308 96.6 
Incorrect 4 1.2 11 3.4 
Auxiliary 
Correct 132 98.5 137 97.2 
Incorrect 2 1.5 4 2 .• 8 
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Table 25. Correct and incorrect occurrences of wrong forms 
Monitor Group Non-monitor Group 
Number of Number of 
Occurrences Percentage Occurrences Percentage 
Time 1 
Main Verb 
Correct 289 100.0 300 100.0 
Incorrect 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Main Verb with Auxiliary 
Correct 114 95.8 94 100.0 
Incorrect 5 4.2 0 0.0 
Auxiliary 
Correct 119 100.0 94 100.0 
Incorrect 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Time 2 
Main Verb 
Correct 327 99.7 318 99.7 
Incorrect 1 0.3 1 0.3 
Main Verb with Auxiliary 
Correct 132 98.5 139 98.6 
Incorrect 2 1.5 2 1.4 
Auxiliary 
Correct 134 100.0 140 99.3 
Incorrect 0 0.0 1 0.7 
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main verb wrong form and auxiliary wrong form remained less than 1% 
across time. 
Tables 26 and 27 present the data on deletion and insertion errors 
respectively. Both types of errors were infrequent. Both the monitor 
and the non-monitor groups made no main verb deletion errors (e.g., This 
kind of tough for me.) or main verb with auxiliary deletion error (e.g., 
Communication has not good enough.) either at time 1 or at time 2. The 
only type of insertion error the both groups made was auxiliary insertion 
(e.g., That's resolve ••• ). 
In summary, the monitor group's accuracy rates for both definite and 
indefinite articles increased over time, while those for the non-monitor 
group's decreased or essentially remained constant. Deletion errors were 
the most frequent for articles for groups and times combined, followed by 
insertion errors. The monitor group's rates of deletion errors (i.e., 
for definite and indefinite articles combined) decreased over time, while 
those of the non-monitor group's increased. Both the monitor and the 
non-monitor groups had lower rates of insertion errors at time 2 than at 
time 1. As for the verb usage, tense errors were the most frequent for 
groups and times combined, followed by subject-verb agreement errors and 
wrong choice errors. The monitor group's rates of all the error types 
decreased over time, while the frequency order among these errors 
remained the same. The non-monitor group's rate of tense errors 
decreased over time, while that of subject-verb agreement increased. As 
a consequence, whereas subject-verb agreement errors were second in 
frequency at time 1, they became the most frequent at time 2, followed by 
wrong choice errors. Both groups' rates of main verb wrong choice errors 
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Table 27. Correct and incorrect occurrences of insertions 
Monitor Group Non-monitor Group 
Number of Number of 
Occurrences Percentage Occurrences Percentage 
Time 1 
Main Verb 
Correct 289 100.0 300 100.0 
Incorrect 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Main Verb with Auxiliary 
Correct 119 100.0 94 100.0 
Incorrect 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Auxiliary 
Correct 118 99.7 93 99.7 
Incorrect 1 0.3 1 0.3 
Time 2 
Main Verb 
Correct 328 100.0 319 100.0 
Incorrect 1 0.3 1 0.3 
Main Verb with Auxiliary 
Correct 134 100.0 241 100.0 
Incorrect 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Auxiliary 
Correct 134 100.0 139 99.4 
Incorrect 0 0.0 2 0.6 
61 
remained constant over time. Based on the above error analysis, 
Hypothesis 2 can now be discussed. Although the most frequent article 
errors were deletion, followed by insertion, the frequency order of the 
monitoring indicates that deletion errors were monitored as often as 
insertion errors. Thus, for articles, the most frequently monitored 
error was not the most frequently committed. The same is even more true 
for verbs. The most frequent verb errors were tense, followed by S-V 
agreement and then by wrong choice. But the most frequently monitored 
-verb errors were wrong form, followed by deletion and then by S-V 
agreement. Thus, although the tense errors were the most frequently 
committed, they were not the most frequently monitored. Thus, Hypothesis 
2 was not supported for either articles or verbs. 
Group Improvement Rates of the Written 
and Oral Production 
Hypothesis 4: 
The percentage of incorrect verb responses, except main verb wrong 
choice, made by the subjects in the monitor group will decrease from time 
1 to time 2, while it will not among those in the non-monitor group. 
Data concerning group improvement rates for written production are 
shown in Table 28. The data presented indicate that both the monitor and 
the non-monitor groups showed a slight decline in percentages (-0.051 vs. 
- .808) over time for article usage. Both were less than one percent. 
An analysis of individual performances within each group showed that 60% 
(9/15) of the monitor group did better at time 2, while only 43% (7/16) 
of the individuals in the non-monitor group improved (see Appendix A). 
62 
Table 28. Group improvement rates for article and verb usages in compo-
sitions 
Articles 
Monitor Group Non-monitor Group 
Time 2 86.247 84.496 
Time 1 86.298 84.304 
0.051 ns 0.80ans 
Verbs 
Time 2 88.768 84.289 
Time 1 82.393 83.185 
6.375*' 
., •• Indicate significance beyond the 0.07 and 0.05 probability 
level, respectively; ns = not significant; as used in this and all 
subsequent tables. 
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For verbs, both groups had positive improvements, but the monitor group 
improved more over time and performed 5.27% better (6.375 vs. 1.104). 
Seventy-three percent (11/15) of the monitor group did better at time 2, 
while 50% of the non-monitor group improved (see appendix B). It is 
significant that although the monitor group had a slightly lower 
percentage correct than the non-monitor group did at at time 1, its 
percentage correct at time 2 was higher than that of the non-monitor 
group (88.8 vs 84.3). Positive value was expected, since the improvement 
was defined as time 2 minus time 1 percentages. 
However, the results of the one-side T-tests for the improvement of 
article usage were not significant for either group (P=0.493 vs. P=0.391) 
or between groups (P=0.427). For verbs, the results of the one-sided 
T-test for the improvement rate of the monitor group were suggestively 
significant (P=0.054), while the results of the non-monitor group were 
not significant (P=0.386). The T-test comparing improvements for monitor 
vs. non-monitor was non-significant (P=0.163). This seems to support the 
hypothesis that self-monitoring is effective for internalizing rules for 
verb usage, but not for article usage. 
Hypothesis 5: 
The percentage of correct verb responses, except main verb 
wrong choice, in oral production made by the monitor group 
will increase from time 1 to time 2, while it will not among 
those in the non-monitor group. 
Data concerning group improvement rates for oral production are 
shown in Table 29. The data presented indicate that the monitor group 
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Table 29. Group improvement rates for article and verb usages in inter-
views 
Articles 
Monitor Group Non-monitor Group 
Time 2 81.084 81.026 
Time 1 80.100 82.268 
0.984ns 1.236ns 
Verbs 
Time 2 83.408 84.267 
Time 1 86.731 82.564 
3.323** 
*, •• indicate significance beyond the 0.07 and 0.05 probability level, 
respectively; ns = not significant; as used in this and all subsequent 
tables. 
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showed a slight positive rate of improvement over time for article usage, 
while the non-monitor group showed a slight negative rate (+0.983 vs. 
-1.236). An analysis of individual performance within groups showed that 
60% (9/15) of the monitor group did better at time 2, while 50% (8/16) of 
the non-monitor group improved (see appendix C). The results of the 
T-tests for improvement for both groups were non-significant (P=0.235 vs. 
P=0.280) for article usage. For verbs, a large negative percentage 
difference (-3.323) was noted for the monitor group, while a 
non-significant difference (1.703) was found for the non-monitor group. 
Twenty-seven percent (4/15) of the monitor group did better at time 2, 
while 63% (10/16) of the non-monitor group did better (see Appendix D). 
Since a positive t value, indicating a positive percentage difference 
between time 1 and time 2, was hypothesized, this negative t value was 
regarded as not significant under the one-sided T-test. However, this 
unusually large negative percentage change, indicating a large decline 
from time 1 to time 2, will be discussed in the following chapter. Thus 
Hypothesis 5 was not supported. 
In sum, long-term self-monitoring was effective for reducing the 
percentage of verb errors in the subjects' written production but not for 
article errors. However, unexpectedly, there was evidence to indicate a 
moderate decline for the verb usage in their oral production, which is to 
be discussed later, while there was no effect on article usage. 
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CHAPTER V. DISCUSSION 
The five questions investigated in this study: 
1. Will verb errors be corrected more often than articles? 
2. Will the most frequent errors be monitored the most? 
3. Can language learners be trained to monitor their written 
production over an extended period of time? 
4. Will this training lead to a reduction in the percentage of 
errors? 
5. Will the training facilitate improvement in their oral 
production? 
In this chapter, the hypothesized answers to these questions will be 
discussed based on the data obtained in this study. In the following 
part of this chapter, the answers to Questions land 2 are presnted. In 
answering these questions, we are not able to look at individual 
subjects. Because the subjects of this study were advanced ESL learners, 
the number of errors of each error type committed by each subject were 
very small or non-existent. Therefore it was not possible to make any 
generalizations based on the individual data. In some cases, the group 
total for some error types (e.g. article wrong choice) were very small 
when the errors were broken down by group and time. Thus, for these 
error types, it was also not possible to make any generalizations. 
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Will Verb Errors Be Corrected 
More Often than Articles? 
As was stated in the results section, verb errors were indeed 
corrected more often than articles. It is also interesting to see what 
types of article and verb errors are the most and the least monitored at 
each monitoring stage. We will first look at the frequency orders for 
the article errors monitored (groups and times combined). 
Ml M2 M3 
Del 2 2 2.5 
Ins 1 3 2.5 
we _ 1 1 1 
At Monitor 1, insertion errors were the most frequently monitored 
followed by deletion errors. No wrong choice errors were monitored at 
monitor 1. However, at Monitor 2, they were the most frequently 
monitored, followed by deletion errors. Since the errors which are most 
frequently monitored at Monitor 1 are considered to be the easiest to 
monitor, it seems that wrong choice errors are the most difficult to 
monitor. This is consistent with the fact that wrong choice errors are 
the most frequently monitored at Monitor 3 (i.e., the least frequently 
monitored spontaneously). It is interesting to note that although wrong 
choice errors seem to be the most difficult to monitor, they are the 
least frequent type of error. 
Now we will look at group and time separately to see if the rankings 
'Indicates no occurrence. 
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mirror what both groups did at both times. 
MG NMG 
T1 T2 T1 T2 
M1 
Del 1 2 1 2 
Ins 2 1 2 1 
M2 
Del 1 1 2 1 
Ins 2 2 1 2 
M3 
Del 2 1 2 1 
Ins 1 2 1 2 
At Monitor 1, both the monitor group and the non-monitor group monitored 
deletion errors more than insertion errors at time 1. At Monitor 2, the 
monitor group monitored deletion errors more than insertion errors across 
times, while the non-monitor group did only at time 2. At Monitor 3, 
both groups monitored insertion errors more than deletion at time 1, 
while this order for both groups was reversed at time 2. Therefore, it 
appears that there were some consistent patterns for monitoring between 
the two groups although the patterns changed over time. As for wrong 
choice errors, the numbers were so small that it was not possible to make 
any generalizations. 
The breakdown of the three error types into definite and indefinite 
articles by group and time is shown below. Because the numbers were very 
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small, indefinite insertion errors, definite and indefinite wrong choice 
errors are not included in the discussion. As can be seen in the results 
section, the frequency order of the monitoring for the six error types 
varied from group to group and time to time. The only exceptions 
involved deletion errors. Among the three most frequent error types 
(i.e.; indefinite article deletion, definite article deletion and 
definite article insertion), definite article deletion errors were the 
most monitored at monitor 2 across both groups and times, while 












































3, indefinite article deletion errors were the least frequently monitored 
at time 1 across groups but were the most frequently monitored at time 2 
across groups. As for Monitor 1, there were no such consistent patterns 
between groups and times. 
The frequency orders of monitoring were largely constant for the 
monitor group across times but were erratic for the non-monitor group, 
except for Monitor 2. At Monitor 1, the monitor group monitored 
indefinite article deletion errors most frequently across times, while 
definite article deletion errors were the least monitored. At Monitor 2, 
both groups monitored definite article deletion errors the most, and 
definite article insertion errors the least across times. At Monitor 3, 
definite article insertion errors were the most monitored by the 
monitor group followed by definite article deletion errors. 
Below are the frequency orders of the monitoring of the six verb 
error types for groups and times combined: There were only two 
occurrences of insertion errors across groups and times. Therefore, they 
























Deletion errors were the most monitored at Monitor 1, while at Monitor 2, 
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wrong form errors were the most monitored. Subject verb agreement were 
the second most frequently monitored errors both at Monitor 1 and Monitor 
2. The above three most frequently monitored error types are also the 
most (frequently) corrected correctly at Monitor 3. Therefore, it 
appears that the most frequently monitored errors are so called careless 
errors. On the other hand, wrong choice and tense errors were the least 
monitored, and they were also the least correctly corrected errors at 
Monitor 3. As was hypothesized, the rates of main verb wrong choice 
errors remained constant over time (Hypothesis 4). Thus, the rates of 
monitoring for wrong choice error also remained constant because 60% of 
the wrong choice errors committed at time 2 across groups are main verb 
wrong choice. 
The frequency orders of the monitoring of the six verb error types 
varied from group to group and time to time. The only exception was 
subject-verb agreement errors, which were the most frequently monitored 
at Monitor 2 and the least frequently monitored at Monitor 3 (among the 
three most frequent error types) across groups and times. 
There were not enough instances of wrong form, deletion and 
insertion to be included in the discussion. 
The frequency orders of monitoring were largely constant over time 
for the monitor group: at Monitor 1, none of the three most frequent 
errors were monitored (except for tense errors at time 2). At Monitor 2, 
subject-verb agreement errors were the most frequently monitored, while 
wrong choice errors were the least monitored. At Monitor 3, wrong choice 
errors were the most monitored, while subject-verb/agreement errors were 
the least monitored. The frequency orders of the non-monitor group 
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MG NMG 
TI T2 TI T2 
MI 
TNS I 3 2 
S-V I I 
we 2 
M2 TNS 2 2 3 
s-v I I I I 
we 2 2 
M3 TNS 2 2 1 2 
s-v 3 3 3 3 
we I I 2 I 
changed over time except for subject-verb agreement errors, which were 
the most monitored at Monitor I and Monitor 2, and the least monitored at 
Monitor 3 across times. 
Will the Most Frequent Errors 
Be Monitored the Most? 
With regard to this issue, the frequency order of errors (i.e., FOE) 
will first be discussed, as this will be compared to the frequency order 
of the monitoring of those errors (1.e., FOM). First, the frequency 
order of the three article error types (i.e., deletion, insertion and 
wrong choice) by group will be discussed, followed by a breakdown 
of these errors according to article type (i.e., definite and indefinite). 
Next, the frequency of errors by group will be discussed. 























types for the monitor group (i.e., MG) remained constant over time. 
Deletion errors (i.e., Del) were the most frequent across times followed 
by insertion errors (i.e., Ins) For the non-monitor group (i.e., NMG) , 
insertion errors were the most frequent at time 1 (i.e., Tl) followed by 
deletion errors, but the order was reversed at time 2 (i.e., T2). ·Wrong 
choice errors (i.e., We) were the least frequent across groups and times. 
In regard to definite articles (i.e., Def) and indefinite articles 
(i.e., Indef), error rates of definite article usage were higher than 
those of definite article usage across groups and times. 
Below are the frequency orders of the six article error types by 
group and time. 
The monitor group's frequency order of the six error types remained 
constant over time. At both times, indefinite article deletion errors 
were the most frequent, and definite article wrong choice errors were the 
least frequent. Unlike the monitor group, the non-monitor group's 
frequency order among the six error types changed over time. At time 1, 
definite article insertion errors were the most frequent, while at time 
2, definite article deletion errors were. At both time 1 and time 2 
definite article wrong choice errors were the least frequent of the 




Tl T2 Tl T2 
Def 
Del 2 2 3 1 
Ins 3 3 1 4 
we 6 6 6 6 
Indef 
Del 1 1 3 2 
Ins 4 4 2 3 
we 5 5 3 5 
presence or absence of an article. Therefore, it appears that putting 
the right article when it is required is the most difficult aspect of 
article usage to internalize. 
The monitor group's error rates of both deletion and insertion 
errors decreased over time. The non-monitor group's error rates of 
deletion errors increased over time, while those of insertion errors 
decreased. 
The frequency orders of the six verb error types by group and time 
are shown below. 
The monitor group's frequency order of the three most frequent 
errors (i.e. tense, subject-verb agreement and wrong choice) remained 
constant over time. Tense errors (i.e., Tns) were the most frequent, 
followed by subject-verb agreement (i.e., S-V) and wrong choice. The 




Tl T2 Tl T2 
S-V 2 2 2 1 
Tns 1 1 1 1 
we 3 3 3 3 
WF 4 4.5 6 4 
Del 5 4.5 4 5.5 
Ins 6 6 5 5.5 
were the most frequent at time 1 followed by subject-verb agreement 
errors. At time 2, subject-verb agreement errors were the most frequent 
followed by wrong choice errors. 
As was hypothesized, the rates of main verb wrong choice errors 
remained constant across groups and times: the rates did not decrease. 
The monitor group's rates of auxiliary wrong choice errors decreased over 
time, while that of the non-monitor group remained essentially the same. 
The fact that the monitor group's error rates of all error types 
(except for wrong choice in article usage) decreased over time while 
those of the non-monitor group's fluctuated seems to indicate that the 
monitor group learned to monitor the types of errors which they might 
have overlooked if it was not for the training. 
Now we will compare the frequency order of errors to that of 
monitoring. Below is a comparison of the two frequency orders for 













The most frequent article errors (i.e., deletion) were not the most 
frequently monitored. Although deletion errors were more frequent than 
insertion errors, insertion errors were monitored as frequently as 
deletion errors. Actually, the frequency rate of monitoring was very 
similar among all three error types, which means that all three errors 
were being monitored at about the same frequency. 
Now we will look at the breakdown of the above errors according to 


































For the monitor group, deletion errors were the most frequent across 
times, but were the most monitored only at time 1. Wrong choice errors 
were the least frequent and the least monitored across times. The 
non-monitor group's most frequent errors were insertion at time 1 and 
deletion at time 2, but they were not the most monitored at either time. 
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Therefore, it appears that, in general, the most frequent article errors 
are not the most monitored although the least frequent errors are also 
the least monitored. 
Below is a breakdown of the three error types into definite and 
indefinite articles by group and time. There were only two occurrences 
of indefinite article insertion errors and thus for the monitor group 
they are not included in the discussion. For the monitor group, 
indefinite article deletion errors were the most frequent across times, 
but were the most monitored only at time 1. Definite article insertion 
errors were the least frequent and the least monitored across times. As 
for the non-monitor group, definite article insertion errors were the 
most frequent at time 1, but were not the most monitored. At time 2, 
definite article deletion errors were the most frequent, but were also 
not the most monitored. Definite article insertion errors were the 
MG NMG 
Tl T2 Tl T2 
FOE FOM FOE FOM FOE FOM FOE FOM 
Def Del 2 2 2 1 3.5 3 1 3 
Def Ins 3 3 3 3 1 4 4 2 
Indef Del 1 1 1 3 3.5 1 2 4 
Indef Ins 2 2 3 1 
least frequent at time 2 but were the most monitored. Therefore, it 
seems that for the six error types, the most frequent errors are often 
not the most monitored. 
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The frequency order of the six verb errors and the frequency order 


















As shown above, for groups and times combined, the errors that were the 
most frequent but were not the most monitored. On the contrary, the 
three most frequent errors (i.e., tense, subject-verb agreement and wrong 
choice) were the least monitored, while the least frequent errors (i.e, 
wrong form and deletion) were the most monitored. 
Below are the frequency orders of the three most frequent verb error 
types (i.e., tense, S-V agreement and wrong choice) and the frequency 
orders of the monitoring of those errors by group and time. Wrong form 
errors, deletion errors and insertion errors are not included in the 
discussion because there were very few occurrences of them. For the 
monitor group, tense errors were the most frequent across times, but were 
not the most monitored. Wrong choice errors were the least frequent and 
the least monitored of the three most frequent error types across times, 
while subject-verb agreement errors were the second most frequent but the 






















frequent at time 1 but were the least monitored. At time 2, sUbject-verb 
agreement error were the most frequent and the most monitored. In 
summary, there were no relationships between the frequency of errors and 
the frequency of monitoring, although the least frequent errors were 
often the least monitored. Thus, Hypothesis 2 was not supported. 
Moreover, it appears that for verbs, the frequency and correctness 
of the monitoring is dependent on the nature of the error. For example, 
errors such as deletion, wrong form and subject-verb agreement were not 
only the most monitored but also the most correctly corrected because the 
rules for applying them are rather simple and straight forward. 
Subject-verb agreement errors were the most monitored among the three 
most frequent error types across groups and times. On the other hand, 
errors such as main verb wrong choice and tense are not only the least 
monitored but also the least corrected correctly. As pointed out 
earlier, correcting main verb wrong choice errors requires a larger 
vocabulary rather than the correct rule application. It also appears 
that the most monitored errors are so-called local errors, which do not 
require any attention to the discourse, whereas the least monitored 
errors are global errors, which require attention at the discourse level. 
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Thus, tense errors, which often require attention at the discourse level, 
were the least monitored. 
Can Language Learners Be Trained 
to Monitor Their Written Production? 
Based on the literature, language learners mainly make corrections 
to improve comprehension rather than grammatical accuracy (Houck, 
Robertson, and Krashen 1978). Although the present study shows that 
learners do monitor for their grammatical accuracy when they are 
motivated to do so, this monitoring is sometimes very difficult. For 
instance, as was stated earlier, main verb wrong choice errors are often 
difficult to monitor since it required enlarging one's vocabulary rather 
than simply applying rules although it does help comprehension. The 
rules applied must also be of a special kind. Krashen (1978) states that 
use of monitoring is limited to rules that are easily conceptualized, 
such as the third person singular ending (e.g. run~) and the regular past 
ending (e.g. jumped). Articles are an examples of rules that are 
difficult to conceptualize. However, the results of the analysis 
indicate that learners can monitor less conceptually-clear errors: they 
monitored article errors as much as verb errors. 
Krashen (1978) states that not all learners are monitor users. If 
some language learners are natural monitor users and some are not, is it 
possible to train advanced ESL learners to monitor their written 
production? The results of this research indicate that the monitoring of 
written production can indeed be learned by advanced ESL learners. 
Evidence cited in the results section shows that the monitor group did 
more monitoring at time 2 than at time 1, while the non-monitor group did 
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less monitoring at time 2. The percentages of both article errors and 
verb errors monitored spontaneously by the monitor group at time 2 were 
higher than at time I (Hypothesis 3). In contrast, the non-monitor group 
did spontaneous monitoring less at time 2 for both articles and verbs. 
The decline in the percentage of the non-monitor group's monitor use 
seems to indicate that monitoring requires not only time and attention 
but also the motivation for monitoring. It might be that the non-monitor 
group was not only less accustomed to monitor but also less motivated to 
monitor than the monitor group at time 2 because they had not been 
required to monitor during the semester, whereas the monitor group was 
trained to monitor. Another reason could be that language learners who 
practice monitoring acquire an enhanced ability to monitor 
their written production. 
Will This Training Lead to a Reduction 
in the Percentage of Errors? 
It was hypothesized that long-term self-monitoring is more effective 
for internalizing certain grammatical rules than others. One category of 
rules, such as those in main verb usage, are easy to understand but 
require time and practice to internalize or to apply them automatically. 
Rules in the other category, such as those in article usage, are 
difficult to internalize because of the complexity of the rules. 
Therefore, it was hypothesized that verb errors, except main verb wrong 
choice errors, which are caused by poor vocabulary rather than not being 
able to correctly apply rules, would be self-monitored more efficiently 
than article errors (Hypothesis 1). As a result, the percentage of verb 
errors (except main verb wrong choice) should decrease more than that for 
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article errors as a result of long-term self-monitoring (Hypothesis 4). 
The results of this study support these hypotheses. As was shown the 
monitor group's accuracy rates for article usage remained essentially 
constant over time, while their accuracy rates for verb usage improved by 
6.4%. Seventy-three percent (11/15) of the monitor group showed 
improvement. Long-term self-monitoring led to a reduction in the 
percentage of verb errors but not in article errors. Thus, it appears 
that article errors are more difficult to eradicate than verb errors 
because of the complexity of the rules although learners can monitor and 
correct the majority of errors correctly. The monitor group made a 
smaller percentage of errors at time 2 probably because they learned to 
pay more attention to grammatical accuracy over time. Thus, the 
monitoring was effective in preventing errors to a certain extent. 
Although the monitor group's improvement rate by itself was suggestively 
significant, the results of the T-tests indicate that the difference 
between the two groups' improvement rates of verb usage was not 
statistically significant. 
Will the Training Facilitate Improvement 
in Their Oral Production? 
Evidence cited in the results section shows that the monitor group's 
accuracy rates of article usage in oral production increased slightly 
over time, and the non-monitor group's decreased slightly. For verb 
usage, contrary to Hypothesis 5, the monitor group's accuracy rates 
decreased over time, while the non-monitor group's slightly increased. 
The decrease in the monitor group's accuracy rate of verb usage and 
the difference between the two groups improvement rates were not 
81 
statiscally significant under the one-sided T-test. Thus, the results of 
this study would seem to indicate that long-term self-monitoring of 
written production has no effect for either the verb or article usages in 
their oral production. However, an analysis of the verb errors provides 
an explanation for the decline in the monitor group's accuracy rate of 
verb usage. As was pointed out, main verb wrong choice errors cannot be 
easily monitored or eradicated because their correction requires a larger 
vocabulary rather than a simple rule application. Tense errors are also 
often difficult to monitor or eradicate because they often involve tense 
maintenance, which requires an attention to the discourse. Godfrey 
(1980) maintains that error rates of tense do not decrease with increased 
proficiency level because of problems such as tense continuity. That is, 
it is very difficult to maintain the right tense throughout the 
discourse, if the learner has to search for the right words to use at the 
same time. A learner cannot focus on both tense and word choice at the 
same time. Since word choice is usually more crucial to communication 
than tense, learners are likely to focus on word choice. Therefore, the 
more the learner talks, the higher the probability of tense errors. 
Therefore, if the monitor group had talked more and had more problems 
with word choice, it would have made the rate of tense errors also 
increase. As a consequence, the accuracy rate of verb usage would 
decrease unless the rates of other errors had greatly decreased. This 
indeed was found to be the case. There were 2516 verbs at time 2, while 
there were only 2204 verbs at time 1. This indicates that the subjects 
were talking more at time 2. As would be expected, the rates of main 
verb wrong choice errors and tense errors were higher at time 2 than at 
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time 1. Since the total number of the two types of errors was more than 
half of all the verb errors, the increase in the error rates of the two 
error types was large enough to account for the decrease in the overall 
accuracy rate of verb usage. Therefore, it appears that the monitor 
group's accuracy rates decreased over time not because of a negative 
effect from the monitor training, but because the monitor group talked 
more at time 2, and thus had more problems with tense and main verb wrong 
choice. 
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CHAPTER VI. CONCLUSIONS 
The most important finding in this study is that advanced ESL 
learners can be trained to self-monitor their written production over an 
extended period of time, and that the training can lead to a reduction in 
the percentage of errors in verb usage. The fact that the long-term 
self-monitoring led to a reduction in verb errors in the subjects' 
written production but not in oral indicates that the internalization is 
not yet complete. That is, they have control over verbs most of the 
time, but when they are preoccupied by other things in oral 
communication, errors appear. It appears, therefore, that there are two 
levels in the internalization process. The first level involves written 
production and the second oral production. Thus, contrary to Krashen's 
Monitor Model, the results of this study indicate that consciously 
learned items can become subconscious given time and practice; it also 
indicates that internalization in one mode may take more time than in 
another. One of the reasons why the monitor training did not lead to a 
reduction in the percentage of errors in the subjects' oral production 
might be that the training was not long enough for the rules to become 
totally subconscious. Therefore, a longer training period might have 
produced more positive results. 
Besides the time factor, two other factors which might have yielded 
even more positive results are the kinds and the number of errors being 
monitored. First, with regard to the kinds of errors being monitored, it 
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might have been better if only verb errors, which can be monitored 
effectively, had been monitored. As was shown in the results section, 
self-monitoring is not effective for reducing article errors although it 
is effective for improving learner's ability to monitor those errors 
after the fact. Because the rules in article usage are very complex, 
learners cannot easily internalize them by self-monitoring. They need to 
consciously focus on the rules so that they can use them correctly., Even 
then, they sometimes do not know whether an article is required, and if 
so, which article to use. Thus, because verb errors are more easily 
monitored, only verb errors should have been monitored. Second, with 
regard to the number of errors, it might have been better if only one 
type of errors had been monitored. Concentration on only a few items may 
have allowed students to internalize them more. 
A fourth factor might have been the level of the students. Subjects 
for this study were so advanced that the few errors that they did make 
were (except for some occasional slips or careless errors such as 
subject-verb agreement) usually the most difficult ones such as tense and 
main verb wrong choice. Therefore, self-monitoring might be more 
effective for intermediate learners whose proficiency level is high 
enough so that their errors are not too numerous. Moreover, their errors 
include many simple ones which can be monitored effectively. 
A practical implication of this study is that language learners can 
be taught to monitor their written production, especially in their 
composition course. The monitoring procedure used in the study involved 
three successive monitoring sessions: immediate unprompted; delayed, 
unprompted; and delayed, prompted. These monitoring sessions can be 
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easily incorporated into any intermediate or advanced composition course. 
Moreover, the procedure can be used with any fairly-mechanioal error. 
Although this study focused on only one technique for teaching a 
good language learner's strategy, it has implioations for the teaohing of 
other strategies as well. Strategies need to not only be identified but 
also taught. Thus, as other language learning strategies are identified 
through research, techniques for teaching students how to acquire these 
strategies need to be integrated into the ESL ourrioulum. 
A methodologioal implioation of this study ooncerns the exclusive 
use of oross-seotional data in determining frequency orders for errors. 
In this study, the frequency orders for errors in the written production 
remained the same over time for the monitor group while those for the 
non-monitor group changed. Self-monitoring did not seem to be 
responsible for the change in the frequency orders. The apparent 
negative effect of monitoring on verb usage in the monitor group was due 
to the fact that the stUdents talked longer and thus had an increased 
number of wrong ohoice and tense errors. Thus, the error analysis 
conducted here indicates that with advanced students there can be 
variation in frequency orders across time. Researchers establishing 
frequency orders must be aware of this potential variation. Longitudinal 
stUdies need to be done in order to determine which items are likely to 
be subject to variation. 
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APPENDIX A. INDIVIDUAL IMPROVEMENT RATES 
OF ARTICLE USAGE IN WRITTEN PRODUCTION 
% Correct % Correct 
Subjects at Time 1 at Time 2 Improvement 
Monitor 
Group 
1 87.500 95.238 7.738 
2 72.727 81.250 8.523 
3 82.353 91.667 9.314 
4 85.106 90.000 4.894 
5 78.571 97.222 18.651 
6 81.250 93.103 11.853 
7 91. 304 73.333 - 17.971 
8 89.655 75.000 - 14.655 
9 77.778 81.818 4.040 
10 85.000 87.805 2.805 
11 94.118 75.862 - 18.256 
12 94.872 87.500 
-
7.373 
13 91.667 93.333 1.667 
14 90.909 86.364 
-
4.545 





16 73.077 82.143 9.066 
17 95.833 86.842 
-
8.991 
18 71.429 75.000 3.571 
19 74.194 93.939 19.746 
20 100.000 92.157 
-
7.843 
21 76.923 73.684 
- 3.239 
22 89.655 88.235 
-
1.420 
23 82.857 77.778 
-
5.079 
24 77.778 50.000 - 27.778 
25 95.652 89.474 
-
6.178 
26 69.231 87.500 18.269 
27 100.000 100.000 0.000 
28 94.118 89.474 
-
4.644 
29 93.548 84.211 
-
9.338 
30 92.000 97.297 5.297 
31 78.571 84.211 5.639 
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APPENDIX B. INDIVIDUAL IMPROVEMENT RATES 
OF VERB USAGE IN WRITTEN PRODUCTION 
% Correct % Correct 
Subjects at Time 1 at Time 2 Improvement 
Monitor 
Group 
1 68.7500 92.857 24.107 
2 92.3077 73.684 - 18.623 
3 65.3846 100.000 34.615 
4 90.3226 100.000 9.677 
5 96.2963 84.615 
-
11.681 
6 94.1176 83.333 
-
10.784 
7 81.2500 89.474 8.224 
8 89.3747 88.889 
-
0.585 
9 95.6522 100.008 4.348 
10 75.0000 76.190 1.190 
11 66.6667 87.500 20.833 
12 80.0000 81.481 1.190 
13 83.3333 84.615 1.822 
14 82.3529 100.000 17.647 
15 75.0000 88.889 13.889 
Non-monitor 
Group 
16 80.7692 77.273 
-
3.497 
17 72.7273 73.333 0.606 
18 88.4615 95.000 6.538 
19 93.7500 90.000 
-
3.750 
20 92.0000 74.074 - 17.926 
21 70.5882 90.476 19.888 
22 95.8333 95.000 
-
0.833 
23 78.5714 95.000 16.429 
24 91.6667 70.000 - 21.667 
25 92.3077 85.714 
- 6.593 
26 66.6667 90.909 24.242 
27 81.2500 95.000 13.750 
28 76.9231 90.000 13.077 
29 70.5882 84.211 13.622 
30 88.2353 73.077 - 15.158 
31 90.6250 69.5657 - 21.060 
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APPENDIX C. INDIVIDUAL IMPROVEMENT RATES 
OF ARTICLE USAGE IN ORAL PRODUCTION 
% Correct % Correct 
Subjects at Time 1 at Time 2 Improvement 
Monitor 
Group 
1 91.3978 93.0556 1.658 
2 67.7778 76.0563 8.279 
3 84.0909 82.7225 - 1.368 
4 79.6117 75.0000 - 4.612 
5 95.6989 93.1973 
-
2.502 
6 72.0930 65.3333 - 6.760 
7 74.0741 76.5957 2.522 
8 87.2881 88.0000 0.712 
9 70.3297 75.3521 5.022 
10 91.3580 83.0986 
-
8.259 
11 69.8925 77.2059 7.313 
12 75.0000 80.8989 5.899 
13 82.6923 87.8788 5.186 
14 75.8621 73.6842 
-
2.178 
15 84.3434 88.1818 3.838 
Non-monitor 
Group 
16 73.6434 74.4186 0.775 
17 89.9225 79.3103 - 10.612 
18 88.3721 75.0000 - 13.372 
19 96.7480 92.8205 
-
3.927 
20 88.3929 87.4214 
-
0.971 
21 77.6000 68.7500 
-
8.850 
22 82.5000 88.8889 6.389 
23 67.3913 76.3441 8.953 
24 90.9091 80.2469 - 10.662 
25 83.3333 77.8947 
-
5.439 
26 80.8219 83.7607 2.939 
27 86.0294 190.4762 4.447 
28 79.2683 80.0000 0.732 
29 77.5862 65.6863 - 11.900 
30 79.6610 91.0959 11.435 
31 74.0260 84.3137 10.288 
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APPENDIX D. INDIVIDUAL IMPROVEMENT RATES 
OF VERB USAGE IN ORAL PRODUCTION 
% Correct % Correct 
Subjects at Time 1 at Time 2 Improvement 
Monitor 
Group 
1 83.1933 85.0267 1.833 
2 85.6061 71.1340 14.472 
3 89.3204 75.2252 - 14.095 
4 93.6306 88.9447 
-
4.686 
5 93.2292 90.5941 - 2.635 
6 81.1966 70.4762 - 10.720 
7 92.4242 94.3652 1.942 
8 81.1111 74.40000 6.711 
9 90.6250 87.5576 3.067 
10 80.7292 75.7576 
-
4.972 
11 78.6096 84.2795 5.670 
12 89.6774 86.4706 3.207 
13 84.2105 93.7931 9.583 
14 86.3636 84.4444 
-
1.919 
15 91.0448 88.6567 2.388 
Non-monitor 
Group 
16 78.5276 82.1192 3.592 
17 90.7514 85.7143 
-
5.037 
18 77.9874 82.9457 4.958 
19 90.5405 83.6735 
-
6.867 
20 90.0498 88.1517 
-
1.898 
21 88.9908 80.5970 
-
8.394 
22 80.0000 87.9121 7.912 
23 82.6446 83.8323 1.188 
24 68.1818 79.5918 11.410 
25 86.6667 82.6087 
-
4.058 
26 75.4967 81.9277 6.431 
27 85.1852 183.0645 
-
2.121 
28 87.0000 87.3418 0.342 
29 65.5172 78.3217 12.804 
30 88.4892 88.6486 0.159 
31 85.0000 91.8367 6.837 
